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SI TE NAMVE AND LOCATI ON

Letterkenny Arny Depot
Chanber sburg, Franklin County, Pennsylvani a

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPGCSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Phase | Parcels at Letterkenny Arny
Depot (LEAD), Chanbersburg, Pennsylvania, which was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental
Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amendrments and

Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the National Ol and

Hazar dous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision docunment is based on the Adm nistrative
Record for this site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a concurs with the sel ected renedy.
Assessnent of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe sites if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an immnent and substanti al
endangernment to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Remedy

This is the final action with regard to soils and an interimaction with regard to groundwater, which

t oget her address the contamination at the Phase | Parcels at LEAD (the Phase | Parcels are a subset of the
BRAC Parcel ). There are three groundwater operable units (QUs) |located bi the BRAC Parcel - Property

Di sposal Ofice (PDO QOUs 2 and 4, and Southeastern Area (SE Area) QU 3. These QUs are being addressed
separately and final neasures with regard to groundwater contamination will be presented in the RODs for
those QOUs.

<I MG SRC 98067 A>
The selected renmedy is the inplenentation of institutional controls.
Statutory Deterninations

The selected final renedy with regard to soils is protective of human health and the environment, conplies
with Federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or rel evant and appropriate (ARARsS) to the
remedi al action and is cost-effective. This soils renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatnent (or resource recovery) technology to the maxi numextent practicable for the Phase | Parcels. Wth
respect to groundwater contamination, the interimnmeasure is protective of hunan health and the environnent,
wai ves Federal and state ARARs (ARARs wi || be addressed under the final measures presented in RODs for the
rel evant operable units) and is cost-effective. This portion of the action is interimand is not intended to
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the maxi num
extent practicable. Because this portion of the action does not constitute a final remedy for the

groundwat er, the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
volume as a principal elenment will be addressed by the final groundwater response action.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal th-based | evels, a review



will be conducted within 5 years after the date of this ROD to ensure that the renedy continues to provide
adequat e protection of human health and the environnent.

This 5-year review will also include an evaluation of the status of the groundwater renedy to deternmine if
deed restrictions related to groundwater can be renmoved when groundwat er response actions are conpl et ed.

<I M5 SRC 98067 B>
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LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT

PHASE | PARCELS
CHAMBERSBURG, FRANKLI N COUNTY, PENNSYLVAN A

RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SEPTEMBER 28, 1998

SECTION 1
SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON,
AND DESCRI PTI ON

I NFORVATI ON

Letterkenny Arny Depot (LEAD) is located in South central Pennsylvania in Franklin County, 5 miles north of
t he Borough of Chanbersburg (see Figure 1). The Depot covers 19,243 acres, nost of which is devoted to
ammuni tion storage (16,895 acres). The industrial and maintenance areas, which are primarily located in the
sout heast corner of LEAD and enconpass approxi mately 3,088 acres, are the focus of the Base Realignnent and
G osure (BRAC) initiative.

The BRAC Parcel is concentrated in the southeast portion of LEAD, which includes warehousing, vehicle
storage, industrial/mintenance, admnistration and recreational activities, and housing. This entire area,
with the exception of selected retained areas, has been designated for realignnent (see Figure 2). The
infrastructure of this area includes roads; permanent, sem pernmanent, and tenporary structures; and
utilities.

TOPOGRAPHY AND SURFACE DRAI NAGE

LEAD is located in the Great Valley section of the Valley R dge Province of the eastern United States, and
referred to locally as the Cunberland Valley. The Cunberland Valley trends northeast to sout hwest through
central Pennsylvania and is bordered to the west by the Appal achi an Mountain Province. The South Mbuntain
section of the Blue Ridge Province is situated east of Chanbersburg and marks the eastern edge of the
Cunber | and Val | ey.

The Cunberland Valley is characterized by southwest-trending |imestone ridges and valleys. The valley floors
are filled with rocks of the Martinsburg Formation. Wathering of the folded and faulted underlying geol ogic
formations inparts a gently rolling aspect to the |ocal topography. The majority of LEAD is |located within
the Martinsburg Shale terrain, except for bands of carbonate rocks along the eastern

and western edges of LEAD. The PDO Area and the Southeast Industrial Area (SIA) of LEAD are underlain by
limestone. Surface el evations throughout LEAD range from approxi mately 600 to 750 feet above nean sea | evel
(sl ), except for the northwest portion of LEAD, where the elevation increases abruptly to nore than 2, 300
feet (ft) above msl in the vicinity of Broad Muntain (EA 1991).

Streans cutting through the |imestone terrain flow through broad, open valleys and are usually internittent.
In contrast to this, streans cutting through the upper shale units of the Martinsburg Formati on usually
neander in small, steep-walled valleys and are perennial. Surface drainage at LEAD

is divided into two wat ersheds-the Susquehanna River to the northeast and the Potonac River to the sout hwest.
Bot h the Susquehanna and Potonac R vers eventually drain into the Chesapeake Bay.

Two nmj or stornwater drainage systens serve the southeast portion of LEAD and contribute to |ocal surface
drai nage. One systemserves the area north of Coffey Avenue and di scharges near the industrial Wastewater
Treatment Plant (IWIP) into the industrial plant outfall ditch (located north of the I'WP), which discharges
to Rowe Run. The other system serves the sout heast warehouse area. Water drains into the stormdrain system
is discharged through the stormdrain outfall, and joins other surface runoff flow ng

sout hward to Conococheague Creek (USATHAMA, 1980). Figure 3 illustrates the major drainage divides at LEAD.

GEALOGY

LEAD straddl es two maj or structural features-the South Mountain anticlinoriumto the east and the Massanutten
synclinoriumto the west. The eastern portion of the Depot (underlain by carbonate rocks) is part of the
anticlinorium whereas the western portion of the Depot (underlain by shale) is part of the synclinorium
These structures resulted fromfolding that occurred during the close of the Pal eozoic era. H gh-angle
reverse faulting acconpanied the folding of rocks in the eastern portion of LEAD. Several major faults, which
strike north to northeast and dip to the southeast at fairly steep angles, cross the PDO Area (WESTON, 1984).

<I MG SRC 98067 C
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In the vicinity of LEAD, the Geat Valley is floored by Ordovician age carbonate rock, as well as O dovician
age shal e and greywacke of the Martinsburg Formation. The five formati ons occurring at LEAD are the shal es of
the Martinsburg Formation, the |inestones of the Chanbersburg Formation and the St. Paul G oup, the

Ii mestones and dol omtes of the Rockdal e Run Formation, and the dolomtes of the Pinesburg Station Fornation.
These geol ogic formations are fractured and defornmed to varying degrees from past geologic activity (ESE,
1993).

Several faults extend through LEAD, including the Pinola and Letterkenny Faults. Al though an east-to-west
cross fault was identified between these two faults, both the position and surface trace are open to question
(Becher and Taylor, 1982). Northeast of LEAD, the Pinola Fault truncates the Letterkenny Fault, indicating
that the latter fault is ol der.

The Letterkenny Fault is one of the few faults in the region that parallels the tectonic grain, yet is an
early formed, westward-dipping thrust that noved nmaterial fromwithin the syncline to the west up onto the
anticline to the east (EA 1991).

The Pinola Fault, located to the west of the Letterkenny Fault, is considered to be an east-di pping,

hi gh-angl e thrust fault (based on the fact that ol der beds are to the east of the fault). Because it is

al most inpossible to trace faults through the Martinsburg terrain, the fault trace is projected through
the Martinsburg Formation on the basis of a ridge-formng unit that extends through it (Becher and Tayl or,
1982) .

HYDROGECQLOGY

The regional surface water flow system of Franklin County controls the general groundwater flow patterns
within LEAD. The surface water drainage divide, discussed previously, also divides the groundwater flow
systeminto two basins. G oundwater elevation contours within LEAD generally reflect surface topography. The
water table is |located at noderate depth in areas of topographic highs and is shall ow near streamvalleys and
ot her topographic |lows (ERM 1995).

The shal e and carbonate rock that underlie LEAD have been disturbed and faulted during defornmati onal events
that ultimately formed the Great Valley. The two nmajor faults located within the confines of LEAD (the Pinola
Fault and the Letterkenny Fault) influence groundwater flow. Were faulting is present and dissimlar rocks
have been brought into contact, the fault tends to act as a barrier to groundwater

novenent, occasionally forcing water within the formation to discharge as a fault spring. Were simlar rocks
are in contact along a fault (i.e.. two |limestone units), the groundwater novenment may be only minimally
affected (ERM 1995).

Fracture systens within the Martinsburg Formation are snmall and well connected, thus allow ng groundwater to
generally follow a regional flow path. G oundwater flow within the |inestone of the Chanbersburg Fornation
and St. Paul Group is nore conpl ex because it occurs predom nantly through individual fractures and sol ution
cavities typical of karst terrain. Fractures in the linestones are nostly aligned with the regional northeast
tectonic grain and are nuch nore irregular and w dely spaced than those in the adjacent shal es. Were
solution cavities are present in the |limestone, groundwater flow nmore closely resenbl es open channel flow
rather than the fracture fl ow described above. The quantity and density of fractures within the |inmestone
units increase with proximty to the bedrock surface. During seasonal periods when the water table is at its
hi ghest (early spring, late autum), water |levels comonly rise above the bedrock/surface material contact.
Leachi ng or resuspension of any materials or potential contam nants buried in the

surficial sedinents nmay be enhanced during high water table conditions (ERM 1995).

G oundwat er recharge occurs primarily through precipitation. Recharge areas occur throughout the central
part of LEAD, wherever sandstone, siltstone, or joints are close to the surface. Actual points of recharge
for the linestone aquifers have not been determnmi ned: however, the many faults, joints, and sinkhol es present
at LEAD are the nost likely routes (ERM 1995).

G oundwat er underlyi ng LEAD general ly occurs under unconfined conditions, with |ocal areas of artesian
conditions. These artesian conditions occur along a noderately steep slope |ocated near the northwest edge of
LEAD in the Ammo Area.

A groundwat er study conpleted for the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers (USACE) in the 1950s concl uded that there
was not a viable source of groundwater available within LEAD boundaries to supply the Depot's industri al

m ssi on (Acker, 1995). The only use of groundwater in the area is outside LEAD, where some individual hones
depend on groundwater for their donestic supply and others are connected to the Guilford Water Authority
waterline. Goundwater is also used outside LEAD as a water supply for |livestock. Any hones on well water
that exceeded an applicable ARAR were initially supplied with bottled water, and | ater connected to public



wat er .
NATURAL RESOURCES

The property included in the Phase | Parcels consists of primarily industrial and devel oped | and, snall
stands of trees and open grassy areas, and agricultural areas. No wetlands are | ocated w thin the Phase |
Parcel s, and no Federal or state threatened or endangered species are known or suspected to have habitats
within the Phase | Parcels.

SECTI ON 2

SI TE H STORY AND
ENFORCEMENT ACTI ONS
PROPERTY HI STCRY

The Letterkenny ordnance Depot was established in January 1942 as an ammunition storage facility. In
subsequent years, the follow ng m ssions were added:

. Reserve storage and export advance storage of parts, tools, supplies, and equiprment for conbat
vehicles, artillery, small nunitions, and vehicle fire control equiprent (1943).

. Recei pt and storage of hardware, heavy-duty trucks, and parts (1944).
. Establ i shnent of transport and conbat vehicle shops and expansi on of the mai ntenance program (1947).
. Establ i shnent of a rebuild systemfor guided missile ground control, |aunching, and handling

equi pnent; mssile propellant systens; and internal guidance systens (1954).
. Assi gnrment of the special weapons m ssion (1958).
. Desi gnation of the Depot as the Eastern Equi pnent Assenbly Area (1959). This m ssion gave the Depot

responsi bility for the handling and shipment of equi pment for guided mssile and special weapons
units to overseas |ocations.

. Accept ance and destruction of contamnated U S. Air Force (USAF) mssile fuel (1961).

. Letterkenny O dnance Depot renaned as Letterkenny Arny Depot (1962).

. Di sposal of expl osive ordnance generated fromthe Arny as well as state and | ocal police (1964).
. Mai nt enance and storage of USAF m ssiles (1966).

. Recei pt, storage, and dispersal of batteries and tires to Arny units (1972).

. Qperation of a washout facility to reclai mexplosives frommunitions (1973).

These operations consisted of cleaning, stripping, painting, lubrication, and plating activities, which
invol ved the use of solvents, blast nedia, paints, chenicals, petroleumproducts, and metals. Storage spills,
rel eases, and disposal of these materials led to the current environnental concerns at LEAD.

Prior to the establishnment of LEAD, the area consisted of agricultural and forest |ands. The area was
predom nantly single-famly farns used for both subsistence and commercial purposes.

The Base O osure and Realignment Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-526, 102 Stat. 2623) (BRAC 88) and the Defense
Base O osure and Real i gnment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510, 104 Stat. 1808) (BRAC 91, 93, 95) designated
nore than 100 Departnent of the Arnmy facilities for closure and/or realignment. On 28 February 1995, the
United States Secretary of Defense subnmitted a recomendation to Congress that LEAD be sel ected for

real i gnnent.

The BRAC Conmi ssi on recomended "transferring the towed and sel f-propelled conbat vehicle mssion to Anniston
Arny Depot, Al abama: retain[ing] an enclave for conventional amrunition storage and tactical missile

di sassenbly and storage: and change[ing] the 1993 [ BRAC] Conmi ssion's decision regardi ng the consolidation of
tactical mssile maintenance at Letterkenny by transferring mssile guidance system workl oad to Tobyhanna
Arny Depot (TYAD), Pennsylvania, or private sector comrercial activities.”

In anticipation of the realignnment of the LEAD mi ssion, an Environnental Baseline Survey (EBS) was conducted
for the to-be-excessed property (Phase |, August 1996, Phase ||, Draft, July 1997). The EBS process i ncl udes



vi sual inspections of each property as well as record reviews and personnel interviews, which are used to
docunent current and historical conditions with regard to use, storage, or release of hazardous substances
and petrol eum products. None of the parcels and buildings covered under this RCD

were identified as having any significant environnmental concerns, aside fromthe docunented VOC groundwat er
cont ani nati on

The Letterkenny Industrial Devel opment Authority (LIDA) developed a list of priority buildings and parcels
based on the potential for reuse and redevel opnent planning. The Phase | Parcels represent those buil dings
and properties identified by LIDA that the Arny deened suitable to transfer at this time, as will be
docunented in the FOST for Phase | Parcels. The Phase | Parcels consist of the follow ng:

. Parcels 1 and 2 (Qpen | and near Gate 6)

. Parcels 3 and 4 (Buildings 6 and 9)

. Parcel 5 (Buildings S20-1 through S20-5)

. Parcel 6 (Open storage south of Parcel 7)

. Parcel 7 (Building 238)

. Parcel 8 (Buildings S26-1 through S264)

. Parcel 9 (Open storage east of Parcel 8)

. Parcel s 10 through 13 (Sheds at Docks 35, 36,45, and 46

. Parcel s 16 through 21 (Warehouses 34, 43, 44,52,53, and 54)
. Parcel s 22 and 31 (Railroad Parcels)

. Parcel 23 (Buildings T410, 411, 412, 416-418, and T455)

. Parcel 24 (Building 500)

. Parcel 25 (Building 19)

. Parcel 26 (Building 581)

. Parcel 27 (Cargo Road Parcel)

. Parcel 28 (Building 524)

. Parcel 29 (Agricultural |ease parcel)

. Parcel s 33 and 34 (Buildings 637 and 639 and parki ng area)

These parcels are shown in Figure 4.
TENANT ACTI VI TI ES

One of the major tenant activities at LEAD that inpacts environnental conditions at the Depot is the Defense
Reutilization and Marketing Ofice (DRMD). This organization is responsible for the reuse, recycling,
handl i ng, and di sposal of excess U S. Department of Defense (DoD) property, including waste and hazardous
wast e.

There are four agricultural |ease areas within the BRAC Parcel. One of these areas, |and south of Vehicle
Road and west of Scal e House Road near the DRMO area, is |eased by M. Douglas Bricker. This | ease was
recently extended to 30 Decenber 2001. This parcel is Parcel 29, which included in the Phase | Parce

property.
CERCLA STATUS

Bet ween 1980 and 1998, numerous environnental investigation prograns were conducted at LEAD to eval uate
potential contanmination in the soil and groundwater at the Depot. In 1986, the U S. Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) ranked the LEAD Sout heastern (SE) Area (including the Disposal Area [DA] and the Sout heast
Industrial Area [SIA]) and the PDO Area under the Uncontroll ed Hazardous Waste Site Ranking System and



proposed then two areas for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL). Figure 2

shows the general |ocations of the PDO and the SE Areas. As a result of the proposed NPL ranking, the US.
Arny Environnental Center (USAEC) took the initiative in conducting the response actions at LEAD in
accordance with Executive Oder 12316, signed on 14 August 1981 by President Reagan, which delegates to the
Secretary of Defense the authority to take the |ead on CERCLA activities at Federal facilities, and a

Menmor andum of Under st andi ng (MOU) of 12 August 1983, between EPA and the DoD, which defines the relationship
for Federal facilities to take the |ead on such activities with EPA input.

Executive Order 12580 was signed in January 1987, which superseded Executive Order 12316. This Executive
O der

transferred authority for site investigations (Sls) and renedial actions (RAs) at Federal facilities to the
secretaries of the applicable Federal agenci es.

On 3 February 1989, a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) was reached under CERCLA Section 120 between the
DoD, EPA, and Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnental Protection (PADEP). The Southeastern Area was added to
the NPL in July 1987 with a Hazard Ranking System (HRS) score of 34.21, and the PDO Area was added to the NPL
in March 1989 with an HRS score 37.51. Renedial actions are underway at both NPL sites.

PDO AREA

The PDO Area enconpasses approxinmately 1,490 acres in the southern portion of the Depot. It extends
approximately fromthe conbat vehicle test track and heads south to Rocky Spring Lake. The groundwat er
di scharge at Rocky Spring, which flows into the Rocky Spring Branch of the Conococheague Creek.

<I MG SRC 98067 F>

Anal ysis of soil, surface water, and groundwater sanples collected during the investigatory prograns
conducted in the 1980s indicated concentrations of chlorinated solvents. such as trichl oroethene (TCE),
1,1,1-trichl oroethane (TCA), and their associ ated breakdown products. These constituents are consistent with
those used at LEAD for degreasing and cl eaning operations. Concentrations of total volatile organic

conpounds (VOCs) detected in Rocky Spring have averaged 50 to 80 parts per billion (ppb) during the period
1981 to 1995.

Based on the information collected to date for the PDO Area, six OJs have been created. These six OJs are:

. U 1: Source Area Soils (soils fromthe GI Burn Pit
[OBP] and drum storage revetnents).
. aJ 2: PDO Area G oundwater and Surface Water.
. aJ 3: Mercury Detections in Rocky Spring Lake.
. QJ 4: G oundwater Divide at 81-5 and O f-PDO G oundwater (Amunition Area and O f-Post Residenti al
Vel ls).
. QJ 5: PCB | nvestigation of the Rocky Spring System
. QU 6: BRAC Waste Sites.

QUs 1 and 2 were originally established when the FFA was signed. QU 3 and QU 4 were created in Decenber 1992
based on data obtained during remedial investigations (RIs) conducted in 1991. The creation of these two OUs
permtted the continued renedial action at OQUs 1 and 2, while further investigation was conducted at OUs 3
and 4. QU 5 was created in Septenber 1995, with EPA and PADEP consent, based on the detection of PCBs in the
sedi nents of Rocky Spring. QU 6 is conposed of waste sites, located in the to-be-excessed part of the PDO
Area, that were identified as part of the EBS process. PDO QU 2 underlies the follow ng Phase | Parcels:
28, 29, 33, and 34. None of the other PDO QUs are |located within the Phase | Parcels.

The main source areas of contamination identified in the PDO Area are the drum storage revetments (part of
PDO QU 1), the PDO G| Burn Pit (part of PDO QU 4), the Open Trench Landfill, and the DRMO Scrap Yard (PDO QU
5). None of these source areas are |located within the Phase | Parcels.

SOQUTHEASTERN AREA

The SE Area consists of the SIA and the DA and enconpasses approxi mately 1,136 acres. E ght individual Qs
have been created in the SE Area at LEAD:

. QU 1: K Area Contam nated Soils.

. QU 2: Industrial Wastewater Sewers and Contam nated Soils.
. U 3: SE Area On-Post Cont am nat ed G oundwat er

. QU 4: Storm Sewers and Contam nated Soils and Sedi nents.

. QU 5: Area A and Area B Contam nated Soils.



. QJ 6: SE Area off-Post Contam nated G oundwater.
. Q7 Truck Open Storage Area (north of Buildings 32/33)/Waste G| Sunp.
. QJ 8: BRAC Waste Sites.

SE QUs 2 and 3 underlie the following Phase | Parcels: 1-13, 16-21, and 23-27. Portions of SE OUs 2 and 4 are
included in the Phase | Parcels.

The main sources of contamination in the SE Area are the K Areas (SE QU 1), the fornmer industrial wastewater
| agoons (addressed under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act [RCRA]), and the |eaking industrial

wast ewat er sewers (IWAB) (SE QU 2). None of these source areas are |located within the Phase | Parcels, with
the exception of portions of SE QU 2. Al of the |eaking sewer |ines have been repaired, and there is no
known soil contamination in the Phase | Parcels associated with | eakage of the | W\

ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

Since the listing O the two NPL sites at LEAD, all of the renedial activities at the site have been
Arny-led, in coordination with the EPA Region Il and PADEP Southcentral Region. No other potentially
responsi bl e parties (PRPs) have been identified.

SECTION 3
COVMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON HI GHLI GHTS

Pursuant to CERCLA °113(k)(2)(B)(i-v) and ° 117, the Proposed Plan for the Phase | Parcels at LEAD was
rel eased to the public for commrent on 30 March 1998. This docunent was nade available to the public in the
Adm ni strative Record, |located at the Coyle Free Library in Chanbersburg and at Building 618 at LEAD.

The notice of availability of notification of the Proposed Plan Public Meting was published i n The News
Chronicle, The Record Herald, and The Public Qpinion on 30 March 1998. A public conmment period was held from
30 March 1998 to 29 April 1998. On 7 April 1998, a public nmeeting was held at the Building 500 Auditoriumto
present the Proposed Plan and to entertain questions and comrents fromthe public. A response to the coments
recei ved during the coment period, including those raised during the public neeting, are addressed in the
Responsi veness Summary, which is included as part of this Record of Decision. A transcript of the Proposed

Pl an public nmeeting is provided as Attachnent 3 to this ROD.

SECTION 4
SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

The response action selected for this site is a final action with regard to soils and an interimmeasure with
regard to VOC cont am nated groundwater, which together address the environnental concerns at the Phase |
Parcels. This response action is limted to the Phase | Parcels, and is NOT intended as a final neasure to
address the VOG- cont am nat ed on-post groundwater operable units (PDO QU 2 and 4, and SE QU 3). Final

remedi al actions for these QUs are being devel oped separately. A Draft Final ROD for PDO QU 2 is currently
under regulatory review. Draft Renedial Investigation (RI) reports have been prepared for PDO QU 4 and SE QU
2, and SE QU 3 is in the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) stage.

The rol e of the response action selected for the Phase | Parcels is to mtigate environnental threats at the
properties while making the parcels available for beneficial reuse in a timely fashion.

SECTION 5
SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAM NATI ON
Soi |

Nurrer ous studi es have been conducted in both the PDO and SE Areas at LEAD. Then studies identified several
areas of soil contam nation. None of the identified soil contanination areas that require action lie within
the Phase | Parcels. Mbst of the other accessible contaminated soils have al ready been addressed (e.g., the K
Arns, |WA\S soils, etc.) by on-site treatnent, or excavation and off-site disposal, to the extent practicable.

Based on the Environnental Baseline Survey (EBS), several of the Phase | Parcel areas underwent limted
investigations of the soils to rule out the potential for soil contamination due to past operations. A
screeni ng protocol (including methodology for the field investigations and conparison of the results to
avai |l abl e risk-based criteria) was devel oped by the Arny, EPA, and PADEP, and the subsequent investigations
were conpleted in Fall 1997. The results of these investigations were conpared agai nst the foll ow ng

ri sk-based screening criteria:



. EPA Region |1l Ri sk-Based Concentrations (RBCs) for Industrial Use (Cctober 1997)
. PADEP Act 2 Medi um Specific Concentrations, Used Aquifers. TDS <2,500, Nonresidential Soil to
G oundwat er Pat hway, and Direct Contact Val ues.

No Further Action Decision Docunments have been prepared to administratively close out these areas of concern
(ACCs) .

Parcel 24

Parcel 24, which includes Building 500 and adj acent |ands, was identified through historical aeria
phot ogr aphs as havi ng been used for open vehicle storage early in LEAD s operation (post Wrld Var |1). Two
test trenches were conpleted in this parcel, and one sanple was anal yzed for Target Analyte List (TAL) netals
and total petrol eum hydrocarbons (TPH). The only compound that exceeded the screening criteria was arsenic,
whi ch slightly exceeded the EPA RBC, EPA and PADEP, along with the Arny, as part of the BRAC O eanup Team
(BCT), agreed that the detected concentration did not warrant further renedial action for i ndustrial use.
Arsenic is a naturally occurring netal, and arsenic results obtained at LEAD are not inconsistent with the
publ i shed background concentrations for this netal in Pennsylvania (Shacklette and Boerngen, 1984).
Residential and child-intense use scenari os were not eval uated

Parcels 1 and 2

Parcels 1 and 2 are open |l and | ocated south of Coffey Avenue near Gate 6, H storic vehicle storage and
tenporary coal storage were observed in aerial photographs, which pronpted the screening investigation. E ght
test trenches were conpleted in these parcels, and no visual evidence of contami nation was noted. Six soi
sanpl es were collected and subnmitted to the |aboratory for analysis. Only arsenic and berylliumwere detected
at concentrations that exceeded the EPA RBCs. EPA, PADEP, and the Arny agreed that the detected
concentrations did not warrant further renedial action for industrial use. Arsenic and berylliumare
naturally occurring metals, and arsenic and berylliumresults obtained at LEAD are not inconsistent with the
publ i shed background concentrations for these two netals in Pennsylvania. Residential and child-intense use
was not characterized

Parcel 29

Parcel 29 is a large undevel oped parcel that is leased to a private farmer for agricultural use. Evidence
fromhistoric aerial photography indicated tenporary vehicle storage in this area. Sixteen test trenches were
conpleted in Parcel 29, and eight soil sanples were collected and submtted to the | aboratory for anal ysis.
Only arsenic and berylliumwere detected at concentrations that exceeded the EPA Region |11 RBCs, EPA,
PADEP, and the Arny agreed that these concentrations did not warrant further remedial action conti nued
comrercial /industrial use. Arsenic and berylliumare naturally occurring netals, and arsenic and beryllium
results obtained at LEAD are not inconsistent with the published background concentrations for these two
netal s in Pennsylvania. Residential and child-intense use was not characterized

Soi | borings were advanced within the perineter of Parcel 29 as part of the investigations for PDO QU 5
(Parcel 29, although initially included as part of PDO QU 5, is being addressed as part of the Phase
Parcels.) Only scattered |l ow | evels of PCBs were observed, at concentrations well below action |evels. The
BCT agreed that no further action was warranted based on continued industrial use

Parcel s 10 through 13

An Installation Assessnent Report (1980) indicated that a spill of pesticides had occurred near Dock 45 and
that danaged pesticide containers had been stored at this dock. However, a figure in the report showed a nuch

larger area as the site for the spill. To determ ne whether residual |evels of pesticides were present from
these incidents, a sanpling programwas conducted that included all of the sheds al ong the docks, sanpling of
adj acent railroad tracks, and topographic | ow areas (where runoff may have col |l ected). Fifty-one soi

borings were: conpleted during the Dock 45 investigations. Al sanples were analyzed using field screening
test kits, which would identify the presence of a wi de scan of pesticides, including the target pesticides
mal at hi on and di azi non. None of the soil sanples were positive for pesticide content. To confirmthese
results, 20% of the sanples were randomy selected and submtted to the |aboratory for confirmatory anal ysis.
No pesticides were detected in the | aboratory anal yzed sanpl es

Rail road Tracks Wthin the Phase | Parcels

Information frominterviews with forner enpl oyees indicated that heavy doses of herbicides were routinely
used along the railroad tracks, and that oils may have been applied to suppress vegetation. Conposited soi
sanpl es were collected along the railroad tracks in the SE Area warehouse district. The only constituents
that were detected above the screening criteria were arsenic and beryllium which exceeded the EPA RBCs. EPA,
PADEP, and the Arny agreed that these concentrations did not warrant further remedial action for continued



industrial use. Arsenic and berylliumare naturally occurring netals, and arsenic and berylliumresults
obtai ned at LEAD are not inconsistent with the published background concentrations for these two netals in
Pennsyl vani a. Residential and child-intense use was not eval uated.

G oundwat er

VOC- cont ani nat ed groundwat er exi sts beneath all of the PDO and SE Areas, which include all of the Phase |
Parcels. The primary contam nants of concern detected are trichloroethene (TCE), 1,1, 1-trichloroethane (TCA),
1, 1-di chl orethane (DCA), 1,2-dichlorethene (DCE), and tetrachl oroethene (PCE), all of which have been
detected at concentrati ons exceeding their respective Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs).

Rout es of Exposure

The VOC- cont ami nated groundwat er has been identified mgrating off-post for several miles fromthe SE Area,
with VOC detections in nunmerous springs. On-post, contamni nated groundwater is highly interconnected with the
surface water; this situation does not occur in the Phase | Parcels. In the PDO Area, a sinkhole is |ocated
in the recreational area to the north of South Patrol Road. This sinkhole serves as a conduit for surface
water to flow into the groundwater system G oundwater then surfaces downgradi ent at the Rocky Spring House,
where it flows into Rocky Spring Lake, and then across a man-made damto an of f-Depot stream which

eventual |y discharges into the Conodogui net watershed.

Potential routes of exposure include:

. Dernmal contact with soil and groundwater.
. I nhal ati on of soil dust and vapors.
. I ngestion of soil and or groundwater.

For the risk assessnents conducted previously for the SE and PDO Areas, all of the above exposure pat hways

were consi dered for on-Depot workers, since that was the current and anticipated future use of the property.
The probabl e exposure pat hways under the future uses proposed by LIDA are consistent with those for current
on- Depot wor kers.

SECTION 6
SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

Ri sk Assessments (RAs) were conducted for specific areas within the PDO and SE Areas at LEAD. These RAs
provide the basis for taking action and indicated the exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the
remedi al action. It served as the baseline indicating the risks that could exist if no action is taken at the
Phase | Parcels. This section of the ROD summarizes the results of the RAs conducted for this Site.

CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN

Soi | and groundwater data collected during the Ris were reviewed and eval uated to determ ne the contani nants
of concern at the Site that are nost likely to pose risks to public health. None of the soil sanples
collected during the Ris were |ocated on the Phase | Parcels. However, these data have been considered to

i ncl ude conservative soil concentration values. The sel ected contam nants of concern for the site groundwater
are shown in Table | (Tables are presented in Attachnent 2).

EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The objective of the exposure assessnment was to estinate the nagnitude of potential hunman exposure to the
contami nants of concern at LEAD. Current and future receptors were eval uated based on current industrial and
potential future (industrial) |and use.

Currently, there are workers on-site. The exposure pathways for the current worker scenario group included
dermal contact with, and incidental ingestion of, contamnants in surface soils along with the inhal ation of
soil gases fromthe volatilization of groundwater VCCs.

Future potential receptors included an on-site construction worker who would be in contact with and woul d be
using groundwater at the site.

The future on-site construction worker potential exposure pathways included dernal contact with, and
incidental ingestion of, contam nants in surface and subsurface soils, inhalation of soil gases, and
consunption of, and dernal contact with, groundwater.

At the tine that the PDO and SE Area risk assessnents were conducted, the anticipated future use of the
property was industrial. Therefore, no other use scenarios were considered.



The exposure scenarios, mathematical nodels, and the assunptions that were used to cal cul ate the intakes
(i.e.. doses) of the chenicals of concern for each receptor through the applicable exposure route are
presented in Tables 2 and 3.

TOXI G TY ASSESSMENT

In evaluating potential health risks, both carcinogenic and noncarci nogeni c effects were consi dered. The
potential for producing carcinogenic effects is limted to substances that have been shown to be carcinogenic
in animal s and/ or hunans. Excessive exposure to all substances, carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic, can produce
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects. Therefore, reference doses, when available, are identified for every chenica

sel ected regardless of its classification, and cancer slopes are identified for those chenicals classified as
car ci hogeni c.

Car ci nogens

Sl ope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA for estinating excess lifetinme cancer risks associated with
exposure to potentially carcinogenic contam nants of concern. SFs, which are expressed in units of

(rmg/ kg-day)-1, are multiplied by the estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen in ng/kg-day to provide an
upper bound estinate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with the exposure at the intake |level. The
term "upper bound- reflects the conservative estinmate of the risk calculated fromthe Sfs. Use of these

appr oaches makes underestimation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. SFs are derived fromthe results
of human epi deni ol ogi cal studies of chronic ani mal bi oassays to whi ch ani mal -to-human extrapol ati on and
uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of aninmal data to predict effects on
humans) .

The EPA wei ght - of - evi dence cl assification systens for carcinogenicity is presented in Table 4, and the
carcinogenicity classification for the contam nants of concern is presented in Table 5

Noncar ci nogens

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects
from exposure to contam nants of concern exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are expressed in
units of ng/kg-day, are estimates of lifetine daily exposure |levels for humans, including sensitive
individuals. Estinmated intakes of contam nants of concern fromenvironmental nmedia (e.g.. the amount of a
contam nant of concern ingested from contam nated drinking water) can be conpared to the RiDs. RfDs are
derived from human epi deni ol ogi cal studies or animal studies to which uncertainty factors have been applied
(e.g., to account for the use of animal data to predict effects on humans). The RfDs used in this eval uation
and the references used for each contamnant are listed in Table 5.

Rl SK CHARACTERI ZATI ON

This risk characterization is an evaluation O the nature and degree of potential carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ health risks posed to the current worker and future construction workers receptors at LEAD.
In this section, human health risks are discussed i ndependently for potential carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects for contam nants because of the different toxicol ogical endpoints, relevant exposure
duration, and nethods enployed in characterizing risk

Car ci nogeni ¢ Ri sks
For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the increnental probability of an individual devel opi ng cancer over a
lifetine as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess life-tine cancer risk is calculated fromthe
foll owi ng equation
Risk - CD x SF

wher e:

risk = aunit less probability (e.g., 2 x 10 -5) of an
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng cancer

CDI = chronic daily intake averaged over an
estimat ed exposure period (my/kg-day), and
SF = slope factor, expressed as

(my/ kg-day) -1



These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation. An excess lifetine cancer
risk of 1 x 10 -6 indicates that, as a reasonabl e maxi numestinate, an individual has a 1 in 1,000, 000 chance
of devel opi ng cancer as a result of LEAD-rel ated exposure to a carcinogen over a working lifetinme under the
speci fic exposure conditions at the Site

For the current on-site worker scenario, the lifetime excess cancer risk was estimated to range from9.6 x 10
-11 to 7.5 x 10 -8 in the SE Area, and 4.2 x 10 -8 to 1 x 10 -6 in the PDO Area. For the future construction
wor ker scenario, the lifetinme excess cancer risk were estimated to range from2.4 x 10 -9 to 6 x 10 -3 in the
SE Area and from1.5 x 10 -4 to 4.1 x 10 -4 in the PDO. The prinmary difference between the current and future
wor ker scenari os was the consunption and use of VOC-contani nated groundwat er.

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sks

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure |evel over a specific tine

period (e.g., lifetime) with a reference dose derived for a sinilar exposure period. The ratio of exposure to
toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ. By adding the HQ for all contam nants of concern that affect the
sane target organ (e.g., liver) within a nediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ati on may

reasonably be exposed, the Hazard Index (H) can be generated
The HQ is cal cul ated as foll ows:
Noncancer HQ - CDI/RFD

wher e:

CDI Chronic Daily Intake

Rf D = Reference dose; and

CDl and RfD are expressed in the sane units and represent the sane exposure period (i.e., chronic,
subchronic. or short-ternj.

The results of the risk calculations indicated that the H for the current work scenari o nanged between 3.6 x
10 -6 and 2.5 x 10 -2 for the SE Area, and well below 1 for the PDO Area. For future worker scenarios
however, the H's ranged from3.3 to 3.5; attributable mainly to the assunmed use and consunption of

gr oundwat er .

ECOLOG CAL CONSI DERATI ONS

The Phase | Parcels include several commercial and industrial buildings, paved roads and paved parking areas,
an agricultural parcel, and areas of nowed grassy fields and snall stands of trees. This configuration
inhibits the fornmation of habitat areas, as it is conpletely devel oped. Gven the nature and future use of
the Phase | Parcels, it is unlikely that the site would constitute a significant habitat or af fect

t hreatened or endangered species identified as being potentially present at LEAD.

RI SK UNCERTAI NTY

There is a generally recogni zed uncertainty in human risk val ues devel oped from experinental data. This is
primarily due to the uncertainty of data extrapolation in the areas of (1) high to | ow dose exposure, (2)

nodel i ng of dose response effects observed, (3) route to route extrapolation, and (4) aninmal data to hunman
data extrapol ation. The site-specific uncertainty is nainly due to the degree of accuracy of the exposure

assunpti ons.

In the presence of such uncertainty, the EPA and the risk assessor have the obligation to nake conservative
assunptions such that the chance is very small for the actual health risk to be greater than that determ ned
through the risk process. On the other hand, the process is not to yield absurdly conservative risk val ues
that have no basis in reality. That bal ance was kept in mnd in the devel opment of exposure assunptions and
pathways and in the interpretati on of data and gui dance for the baseline risk assessnent for this Site. The
environnental condition of these parcels is expected to i nprove based on actions planned or in progress at
the ot her QOUs.

REMVEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES (RAO

Remedi al action objectives for the contam nants of concern in the Phase | Parcels were devel oped to prevent
direct contact and ingestion of soil under residential and other nonindustrial exposure scenarios, to prevent
direct contact and ingestion of groundwater under any scenario, and to reduce exposure to | evels of

contam nants that produce unacceptable risk |evels.



Sel ection of final renedial measures regarding groundwater will be presented in separate RODs.

SECTION 7
DESCRI PTI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA requires that each selected final site remedy be protective of human health and the environnment be
cost effective, conply with other statutory |aws, and use permanent solutions and alternative treatnment
t echnol ogi es and resource recovery alternatives to the nmaxi numextent practicable. In addition, the statute
includes a preference for the use of treatment as a principal elenent for the reduction of toxicity,
nmobi lity, or volume (TWMV) of the hazardous substances.
Based on the avail able information, the Arny has evaluated the follow ng two alternatives:

Alternative 1. No Action

Alternative 2: Institutional Controls

These alternatives are discussed bel ow. The eval uation of the alternatives agai nst the ni ne CERCLA- nandat ed
criteria are presented in the follow ng section.

ALTERNATI VE 1: NO ACTI ON

Capital Cost: $0
5- Year Revi ew Cost: $25, 000/ revi ew
Present Wrth Cost: $35, 000

CERCLA gui dance requires that the no-action alternative be considered as a baseline for conparison of other
alternatives. No remedial actions would be inplenmented under this technol ogy. The present worth cost is based
on two 5-year performance eval uation revi ews/reports.

ALTERNATI VE 2: | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCOLS

Capital Cost: $7, 500
5- Year Revi ew Cost: $25, 000/ revi ew
Present Worth: $42, 500

Annual Recurring Cost: $1, 000

This alternative involves the use of institutional controls. Initially, the institutional controls to

prohi bit nonindustrial use of the parcels and activities that would result in any exposure to the
contaminants in the groundwater will becone part of LEAD policy via an anendnent to the LEAD Master Plan. At
the time of the property transfer, the institutional controls will take the formof environnental deed
restrictions. The environmental deed restrictions shall be protective of human health and the environnent by:

. Restricting the property for comrercial and industrial use only.

. Not pernitting soil excavation activities below a depth of 3 feet above ft water table w thout prior
approval of the Arnmny.

. Not permitting construction of any subsurface structure for human occupation, w thout the prior
approval of the Any, PADEP, and the EPA

. Restricting access or use of the groundwater underlying the property without the prior witten
approval of the Arny, PADEP, and the EPA

These restrictions will be instituted through an anendment of LEAD s Master Plan for the Phase | Parcels to
reflect these controls until the date of transfer. At the time the property is transferred. the restrictions
will be inplenmented through the use of appropriate deed restrictions, which will be recorded at the tinme of
transfer. In addition, upon transfer of the property, the Arny, in consultation with EPA and PADEP, will
establ i sh periodic inspection procedures to ensure adherence to the institutional controls. The present worth
cost includes two 5-year performance eval uation reviews/reports.

SECTI ON 8
SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detail ed evaluation of renedial alternatives, each alternative is assessed agai nst the foll ow ng
nine evaluation criteria: overall protection of human health and the environnent, conpliance with applicable



or relevant and appropriate |evel requirements (ARARs); long-termeffectiveness and pernanence; reduction of
toxicity, mobility, and/or volune; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentabitity; cost; regul atory acceptance,
and communi ty acceptance.

A conparative analysis of the two alternatives based on these evaluation criteria is presented in the
foll owi ng sections.

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Alternative 1. No Action
No renedial action would be inplenmented under this alternative. The current site conditions and property use
present no risk to human heal th because the groundwater is not used and constituents in the soils do not
exceed industrial RBCs. This alternative, however, is not protective of an unrestricted use scenario.
Furthernore, since soils were evaluated only for industrial use scenarios, there may be potential risk under
different types of use scenarios. The potential for exposure and associated risk for exposure to

VOC- cont am nated groundwater to future |land users is high considering activities such as construction.

During periods of high groundwater table elevations, the risk of exposure to VOC contam nated groundwater
woul d i ncrease.

No permanent habitats for aquatic life exist within the BRAC Parcels. Therefore, no evaluation of aquatic
ri sk was necessary. No significant risk to terrestrial receptors was identified for the Phase | Parcels due
to both a lack of sustainable habitat and insignificant |evels of bioaccunulating contam nants.

Alternative 2: Institutional Controls
Institutional controls would be inplenented under this alternative. The enforcement of the institutional
controls, specifically the requirenent for industrial use only and the prohibition of contact with, and
consunption of, soil and groundwater would elimnate exposure pathways that could present significant risk to
future users, The institutional controls would nmitigate both the carcinogenic and noncarci nogenic risks
described in Section 6 above.
No permanent habitats for aquatic life exist within the BRAC Parcels. Therefore, no evaluation of aquatic
ri sk was necessary. No significant risk to terrestrial receptors was identified for the Phase | Parcels due
to both a |l ack of sustainable habitat and insignificant |evels of bioaccumulating contan nants.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs
Since this ROD involves an interimneasure with regard to groundwater contam nation, final renediati on goals
and, hence, ARARs are not identified here. This ROD, however does present a final action for soils. The soils
under both alternatives would be in conpliance with all ARARs.

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

. PADEP Act 2 Medi um Specific Concentrations, Appendix A Tables 3A and 4A, Nonresidential Surface
Soil 0-2 Feet; and Tables 3B and 4B. Used Aquifers, TDS <2.500, Nonresidential, Generic Val ue.

Action- Speci fic ARARs
Nei ther alternative would be subject to action-specific ARARs.
Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs
No | ocation-specific ARARs are required.
PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TER A
Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence
Al ternative 1: No Action
I npl erent ati on of the no-action alternative could be effective and permanent in the long-termif considering

the soil al one because no significant contamnation is present, assum ng continued industrial use. However,
inthe long term other tenants/owners of the property could be exposed to contami nation through excavation



and contact with the groundwater, and the property could be used for nonindustrial purposes, possibly
increasing the risk to hunman health. Therefore, Alternative 1 does not neet the requirenents for long-term
ef fectiveness and permanence.

Alternative 2: Institutional Controls

The long-termeffectiveness of the institutional controls will be contingent upon enforcenent of use
restrictions initially by the Arny through the LEAD Master Plan, and after transfer, through enforcenent of
the environnental deed restrictions. The enforcement of these restrictions will be the responsibility of

LI DA, the Arny, EPA, and PADEP

I npl ementation of this alternative would maintain the industrial use of the property and reduce the future
ri sk of exposure to groundwater by the devel opnent and enforcenent of environmental deed restrictions
Because these restrictions woul d becone a permanent part of the real estate documentation and would be
required to be included in any subsequent sales, transfers, and/or |ease agreenments, this alternative would
be a long-termand permanent renedial action

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol ume

Neither alternative results in a change in toxicity, mobility, or volume, since the alternatives do not

i nvol ve physical remedial actions. The soils do not contain |evels of constituents above the EPA Region |11
industrial RBCs or the PADEP Act 2 criteria, with the previously noted exceptions that are the result of
background conditions. Furthernore, because groundwater contam nation and the source areas are being
addressed under separate operable units, the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent that
reduces the toxicity, mobility, and/or volune as a principal elenent will be addressed by the fina
groundwat er response.

Short-Term Ef f ecti veness
Al ternative 1. No Action

Alternative 1 would not neet the requirenents for short-termeffectiveness, Currently, LEAD prohibits use or
contact with groundwater, and there is only industrial use of the property on the Phase | Parcels. Once the
property is transferred to a private entity, there is no legal provision to keep future |land users from bei ng
exposed to the contam nated groundwater, and fromusing the property for nonindustrial purposes.

Alternative 2: Institutional Controls

Under this alternative, institutional controls would be inplenmented to mtigate risk due to exposure to
groundwater. This alternative would have short-term effectiveness because the Arny will fornally docunent the
requirenents of the institutional controls by amending the LEAD Master Plan. This will provide effectiveness
fromthe finalization of the ROD until the date of transfer. The environnmental deed restrictions would be in
place fromthe date of transfer, which will provide for |ong-termeffectiveness (see above).

I npl ementability

Alternative 1. No Action
Under the no-action alternative, there are no neasures to inplenent.

Alternative 2: Institutional Controls
Alternative 2 can be easily inplemented. The short-terminpl enentation of the preferred alternative would
i nvol ve amendi ng the LEAD Master Plan to include the institutional controls that are already in place
infornmally at the Depot. Once the anendnent is added, appropriate directorates at LEAD (the environnental
division, Public Wrks, security) will be provided with a copy and with the enforcenent action
chai n- of -command for infractions.
Concurrent with this activity, the Department of the Arny woul d be devel opi ng deed restrictions for the Phase
| Parcels. The BCT has already discussed the property transfer environnmental restrictions, and the deed
restrictions will be presented to the regulatory representati ves for concurrence

Cost
Alternative 1 solely has the estimated costs of the two 5-year reviews associated with its inplenentation

The costs presented for Alternative 2 are estinmated, and may vary dependi ng on the nunber of parcels that are
transferred separately.



MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A
St at e Accept ance

PADEP, on behal f of the Commonweal th of Pennsylvania, concurs with the sel ected renedy.
Communi ty Accept ance

Only one set of comments was received on the Proposed Plan during the Public Comment Period. These comments
and responses to these comments are provided in the Responsiveness Sumary of this ROD.

SECTION 9
THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on consideration of the CERCLA requirenents, the NCP, the detailed analysis of the alternatives using
the nine criteria, and public and state comments, the Arny and EPA have selected an institutional controls
remedy for this Site. The total present worth costs of the selected remedy are estinated at $42,500, with an
annual recurring cost of $1,000/year.

The sel ected remedy, Institutional Controls, shall include the follow ng conponents:

. Restricting the property for commercial and industrial us only.

. Not permitting soil excavation activities below a depth of 3 feet above the water table wi thout prior
approval of the Arny.

. Not permitting construction of any subsurface structure for human occupati on without the prior
approval of the Arnmy, PADEP, and the EPA

. Restricting access or use of the groundwater underlying the property without the prior witten

approval of the Arny, PADEP, and the EPA

These restrictions will be instituted through an anendnment of LEAD s Master Plan for the Phase | Parcels to
reflect these controls until the date of transfer. At the tinme the property is transferred, the restrictions
wi Il be inplenmented through the use of deed restrictions, which will be recorded at the tinme of transfer. In
addi tion, upon transfer of the property, the Arny, in consultation with EPA and PADEP, will establish

peri odic inspection procedures to ensure adherence to the institutional controls.

SECTI ON 10
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Under CERCLA Section 121, EPA nust select renedies that are protective of human health and the environnent,
conply with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (unless a statutory waiver is justified),
are cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource
recovery technol ogies to the maxi numextent practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a preference for

remedi es that enploy treatment that pernanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or nobility of
hazardous waste as their principal elenent. The followi ng sections discuss the remedy in |ight of these
statutory requirenents.

PROTECTI ON OF HUVMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONVENT

The remedy shall be protective of hunan health and the environnent. The institutional controls will mtigate
both the carci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogeni ¢ risks described in Section 6 above.

COVPLI ANCE W TH APPLI CABLE CR RELEVANT AND APPRCPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS

The selected final renmedy with regard to soils will be in full conpliance with all applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs). Since the renedy regardi ng groundwater is an interimmeasure, final cleanup
obj ectives and ARARs wi || be addressed in subsequent OU RODs.

COST EFFECTI VENESS

The selected renedy. Institutional Controls, was chosen because it provides the best bal ance anong criteria
used to evaluate the alternatives considered in the Detailed Analysis. The alternative was found to achieve
bot h adequate protection of hurman health and the environment and to neet the statutory requirements of
Section 121 of CERCLA. The selected remedy was found to be cost-effective. The cost of Alternative 2 has
been established to be $7, 500.



UTI LI ZATI ON OF PERVANENT SOLUTI ONS AND ALTERNATI VE TREATMENT TECHNOLOG ES CR RESOURCE RECOVERY
TECHNOLOG ES TO THE MAXI MUM EXTENT PRACTI CABLE

EPA and PADEP have determ ned that the selected remedy represents the maxi mum extent to whi ch permanent
solutions and treatment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective and tinely manner for the Phase |
Parcel s. The groundwater portion of this action, however, is interimand is not intended to utilize pernanent
solutions and alternative treatnent (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the nmaxi mum extent practi cabl e.

PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRI NCI PAL ELEMENT

. The sel ected remedy for the Phase | Parcels, Institutional Controls, does not satisfy the statutory
preference for treatment as a principal elenent of the remedy. Wth respect to the soils, as long as
the property is not used for non-industrial purposes, a treatnent remedy is not required. As for the
groundwat er, since the selected action does not constitute a final remedy, the statutory preference
for remedies that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volunme as a principa
element will be addressed by the final groundwater response action
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RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
SEPTEMBER 28, 1998

SECTION 1
OVERVI EW

Based on an assessnent of site conditions and renedial alternatives, the Arny and EPA selected a preferred
remedy for the Phase | Parcels at Letterkenny Arny Depot Chanbersburg, Pennsylvania. The sel ected renedy
addresses the threat associated with the contam nated groundwater beneath the parcels and the potential
threat associated with the soils in the event of non-industrial |and use. As specified in the Record of
Deci sion (ROD), the renedy involves the inplenentation of deed restrictions and other institutional
controls that will be protective of hunman health and the environnent.

Based on the coments received during the public commrent period, the residents and Letterkenny Industrial
Devel opnent Authority (LIDA) strongly support the inplenentation of the institutional controls alternative
for the Phase | Parcels. Only one set of witten comrents was received during the public comrent period on
the Proposed Plan; these comments came fromthe | egal counsel representing LIDA

SECTI ON 2
BACKGROUND ON COMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

CHRONOLOGY OF COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

Community relations activities at LEAD to date have included public neetings; review and coordination
neetings with Federal and state regulatory personnel; site visits; neetings with el ected Federal, state, and
local officials and with community groups; news releases to the local nedia; and direct contact w th nearby
property owners.

Community interviews were conducted in 1988 as part of the process of devel oping the Public Involvenent and
Response Pl an, which was published in 1990. At the time of the 1998 conmunity interviews, the primary areas
of concern to the community were the groundwater contam nation problem and associ ated health and property
val ue issues.

LEAD has a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), which began neeting in 1996 and focuses primarily on the
restoration activities related to DERA and BRAC actions. The RAB repl aced the Techni cal Review Committee
(TRQ), forned in 1988, which was the previous vehicle by which the community could provi de conments and

revi ew progress on the environnental prograns at LEAD, LEAD representatives attend RAB neetings and neetings
of the Lctterkenny Industrial Devel opnent Authority (LIDA) (fornerly the Franklin County Reuse Conmittee) and
provi de status updates on environnental activities at LEAD

Meetings with regul atory agency personnel have been conducted regularly and are held with representatives
fromLEAD, U S. Arny Corps of Engineers (USACE), PADEP, EPA Region Ill, Departnent of the Arny, and U S. Arny
Materi el Command (AMC). Topics of discussion at these neetings generally include review of project status,
revi ew of new technical information, resolution of problemareas, and direction and schedul e of further
studies. In addition to the fornmal neetings, LEAD, USACE, PADEP, and EPA personnel nmintain frequent

t el ephone and E-nmail contact on an as-needed basis.

Site visits to LEAD have been nade by representatives of the RAB, USACE, PADEP, EPA Region Ill, and
contractors. Nunerous site visits by the regul atory agency representati ves have pronoted comuni cation
bet ween LEAD, PADEP, and EPA.

Periodically since June 1982, when the groundwater contanination problemwas first identified, formal news
rel eases have been i ssued by LEAD concerni ng the groundwater issue and other sources of contam nation. These
news rel eases typically contain information on the initial phases of investigation and/or renedial work.
Recently, much of the news coverage has concerned cleanup with regard to the BRAC parcels and the status of
| ease and transfer of the property.

The residents in the vicinity of LEAD have generally reacted favorably to the efforts made by the Depart nment
of the Army with regard to the identification and cl eanup prograns underway and proposed. The off - post
sanpling of wells for potential groundwater contam nation during the 1980s made near by residents nore aware
of the contam nation problens existing at LEAD. However, the proactive approach by the Arny to identify
potential problens and nitigate exposure (by providing connection to a public drinking water source for



resi dents whose wells had potential or known contam nation) was received favorably.
KEY COVMMUNI TY CONCERNS

The community is greatly concerned about the Superfund sites and LEAD in the long-termfuture. Comunity
interviews were conducted on 26-28 June 1997 at the Depot as part of the revised Conmunity Rel ations Pl an.
Tel ephone interviews were conducted prior to and after the on-site interviews. Each interview participant was
asked 37 questions. N neteen individuals participated in the interviews: 2 Depot residents and 17

Chanber sburg-area residents. Persons interviewed for the revised Community Relations Plan identified seven
areas of concern.

Cl eanup Activities

Generally, the interviewees were pleased with the ongoing environmental cleanup activities. Several noted
that for the last 8 to 10 years. Depot staff have worked hard to sol ve environnental problenms at the site.
Sone i ntervi ewees expressed concern that the cleanup activities were taking too long. The majority of
interviewees agreed that the governnent is conmmtted to cleaning up the hazardous waste at LEAD. Mbst of the
interviewees wanted to know the status of specific cleanup activities (e.g., data, results, costs, and
schedul ). One nentioned that sone of the environnental reports were too technical to understand.

Sorre wanted the government to finish the renedial process as quickly as possible, whereas others thought that
t he government shoul d take the tine needed to be sure to do a thorough remedi al process. One individual
believed that the Arny's environnental standards nmay not be as stringent as the public's standards in the

| evel of cleanup activities.

Several expressed a concern to return areas to farm and use and to coordinate efforts to preserve existing
farmand. A few residents noted that farmers do not seemto be concerned about contam nation because farm ng
activities continue on property adjacent to LEAD.

Sorre were concerned that cleanup activities would continue after areas were open for public reuse. One
resident said that $350 mllion was too much to pay for groundwater contanination cleanup on-site and that
docunentation of the historic value of a warehouse before tearing it down was "foolish."

Reuse

Noti ng the economi cal inpact of having fewer civilian jobs with the realignment of LEAD, the najority of the
intervi ewees have accepted LIDA s reuse plan.

Sore t hought the reuse of areas of LEAD was a positive step in preserving farm and/agriculture and pristine
areas of Franklin County.

Sorre t hought the reuse plan was overly optimstic and that the public would have to pay for the reuse
activities. Many interviewees, were concerned about the feasibility of taking care of the reuse areas of
LEAD. Many were concerned with potential liability if additional Arny-generated contam nation is discovered
in the reuse areas.

A few were concerned about the types of industry that rmay be brought in and the potential for
re-contamnating the site and creating noise or traffic problens. Sonme were concerned how the Arny will
provi de access to the reuse areas, grant public use of the reservoir, and share the Depot infrastructure
(electricity, water, sewer, etc,). One person suggested that the state site a | owlevel radioactive waste
di sposal facility as a reuse option at LEAD.

Cont am nati on

Several interviewees stated that the extent of contamnmination is unknown and that nore contanination nay be

di scovered. One said that the Arny brought naterials fromacross the country for disposal at the Depot.

Anot her said that studies show that the contam nation is spreading. Residents are concerned that the solvents
in the groundwater and streans

. The apartment conpl ex (Kenny Gardens Housi ng).

. The old quarry (Fagan's Quarry).

. Rocky Spring Lake.

. Mercury in the | ake.

. Fire practice training areas.

. Lead contam nation at the ammunition detonati on area.

. Di scharge from LEAD (bel ow Gate 6) into streans after a heavy rain.



Ar Qality

A few residents said that the Arny needs to address air quality in addition to soils and groundwat er
cont ani nati on

Ammuni tion Detonation

Many residents expressed concern about the ammunition detonation activities at the Depot. They said the Arny
soneti mes conducts this activity on weekends during the noon hour. Sone interviewees believe that the

bl asting is causing plaster to crack in hones adjacent to and about a nile fromLEAD. One resident said that
the inpact of the detonations is worse for honmes a greater distance from LEAD than the hones nearer to the
Depot. Several mentioned that contam nants nmust be released into the air as a result of the amunition

det onation. Residents voiced concern about noise, air quality, and dust control regardi ng the detonation
activities.

CGover nnent

Hal f of the interviewees said that the general public mistrusts Federal and state government agencies. One
resident said, "No matter what an individual thinks, the governnment will do what they want and that the
governnent does not think an individual is inmportant to consider. However, the majority of the intervi ewees
bel i eve that the Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environnmental Protection is the nost credi bl e government agency
regardi ng environnmental issues

Arny

The najority of the interviewees believe that the Arny is conmitted to cleaning up the contam nation at LEAD.
One resident was pleased that LEAD is a governnent site because the Arny is obligated to clean up the site,
whereas a commerci al venture could opt to abandon a contani nated property. Sone specific concerns include

. The Arny is rushing to transfer areas to the public because of community pressure and coul d conproni se
envi ronnental cleanup activities.

. The Arny cannot neet the deadlines because of the hol dup caused by conpl ex environnental problens.

. Sone i ndividual s have reservations about sonme information received fromLEAD and are concerned t hat
they may not be getting all of the infornation. One individual participated in tw tours of the
facility and questioned the use and contents of a building with concertina wire. The question was
not answered to the individual's satisfaction: therefore, this person believes the Arny is hiding
sonet hi ng.

. There was a | ack of response fromthe LEAD Public Affairs O ficer when residents conpl ai ned about the
bl asting and poor quality of the office's answering nachine (very short tape).

Ei ghteen of the 19 intervi ewees said they had an understandi ng of the Base Real i gnnent and O osure

activities at LEAD. The majority of the interviewes were favorable towards the cleanup activities related to
t he Base Real ignment and O osure parcels. In addition, the majority of the interviewes were supportive of

LI DA s reuse plan. Mst individuals al so were favorabl e towards the cooperation and interaction between the
Arny and LIDA in freeing the to-be-excessed parcels as soon as possible

SECTION 3
SUMVARY OF COMMENTS RECEI VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

The public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Phase | Parcels was held from 26 March to 27 April
1998. Comments received during this tine are sunmari zed bel ow.

RESULTS OF THE SCREEN NG | NVESTI GATI ONS

Comment 1: The results of the soil sanpling conducted
on several of the parcels indicated
concentrations of arsenic and beryllium
that exceeded EPA Region |1l R sk Based
Concentrations (RBCs)for the industria
i ngestion scenario. LIDA expressed a
concern that the reuse plan calls for a mx
O commercial and industrial uses in the
Phase | Parcels area, and requested that
confirmation be made as to whether the



"no further action" decision is consistent
with the proposed reuse. LIDA al so

request ed that DEPprovi de concurrence

on the "no further action" decision.

Response 1: The levels of arsenic and berylliumthat were
found on the Phase | Parcels are believed to be naturally
occurring, and not a result of operations and/or disposal
practices. The BRAC O eanup Team (BCT), conprised of
representatives fromLEAD, EPA Region Ill, and PADEP,
reviewed these results with consideration of the proposed
reuse, and unani nously agreed that no soil renediation is
warranted. The reference to a "no further action" decision is
nmore accurately a decision to inplenent an institutional
controls remedy to maintain continued |ike use of the
property. The arsenic and berylliumresults obtained at

LEAD are not inconsistent with the published background
concentrations for these two netals in Pennsylvania. The
BCT believes that the commercial/industrial uses outlined in
the reuse plan are consistent with the current use of them
parcels. In addition, the Arnmy and EPA are signatories on

t he deci sion docunents for each of the parcels where

screeni ng sanpling was conducted and PADEP concurs with

the deci sion.

PARCEL- SPECI FI C COMVENTS

Comment 2: LI DA expressed concerns about two fuel
spills reported to have occurred on the
Bui | di ng 43 parcel, and the sufficiency of
t he cl eanup.

Response 2: The two spills are docunented in the Phase |
Envi ronnment al Basel i ne Survey (VESTON, August 1996).

The first spill occurred on the paved road adjacent to
Bui | di ng 43 and consi sted of | eakage of approxinately 10
gallons of fuel onto the road. At the tine of the spill, the fuel

was soaked up with absorbent naterials. The second rel ease
occurred during tank tightness testing. Contam nated soils
wer e excavated and renoved.

Rl SK ASSESSMENTS

Comment 3: The Proposed Plan cites risk assessnments
that were perforned at a time when the
future use of LEAD was conti nued
industrial. LIDA requested confirnation
that these risk assessnents are consi stent
with their reuse plans.

Response 3: The risk assessnents that were perforned

i ncl uded eval uati on of future worker scenarios with the
assunption of use and consunpti on of groundwater, at the
request of PADEP. The inplenentati on and enforcenent of
the institutional controls will keep the exposure (and the
resulting risk) within acceptabl e bounds. The two risk
assessnents (for the PDO and SE Areas) can be found in the

Admi ni strative Record for LEAD, either at Building 618 or
at the Coyle Free Library in Charnbersburg.

ENFORCEMENT OF THE | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS

Comment 4. The enforcenent of the deed restrictions is
cited as being tbe responsibility of LIDA,
the Arny, EPA, and PADEP, LIDA
comment ed that since these restrictions



wi Il be bound by deed, adjoining property
owners have jurisdiction to enforce the
actions via a private action.

Response 4: The Arny and EPA concur.
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ATTACHVENT 2
RI SK ASSESSMENT TABLES

Tabl e 1- Contam nants of Concern (COC) in the SE and PDO Areas at LEAD

O gani ¢ CQOCs I norgani ¢ CCOCs
Acet one ( ACET) Arsenic (AS)
Benzene (C6H6) Beryl i um (BE)
Br onodi chl or orret hane ( BRDCLM) Cadmi um (CD)
Carbon tetrachl ori de (CCL4) Chr onmi um (CR)
Chl or of or m ( CHCL3) Copper (QU)
1, 1- D chl or oet hane (11DCLE) Lead (PB)
1, 2-Di chl or oet hane (12DCLE) Manganese (MN)
1, 2- Di chl or oet hene (12DCE) Ni ckel (NI)
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene (11DCE) Thal i um (TL)
Met hyl ene chl ori de (CH2CL2) Zinc (ZN)

Tetrachl or oet hene ( TCLEE)

Tri chl or oet hene ( TRCLE)

1,1, 1-Trichl oroet hane (111TCE)
1,1, 2-Trichl oroet hane (112TCE)

Tri chl or of | uor omet hane (CCL3F)

Tol uene ( MECG6HB)

Trans- 1. 2-di chl or oet hyl ene ( T12DCE)
Vinyl chloride (C2H3CL)

Chl or dane ( CLDAN)

Hept achl or (HPCL)

Di et hyl pht hal at e (DEP)

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e ( B2EHP)
Pent achl or ophenol (PCP)

<I M5 SRC 98067G>
<I M5 SRC 98067H>
<I M5 SRC 980671 >



Tabl e 3-Fornul as/ Assunptions for Intake Cal cul ati ons
(Conti nued)

What Exposure Paraneters Were Used for LEAD SE?

ABS
Chrom um WV 0.15 Haw ey, 1985
I norganic chemcals (other than O W) 0.01 Ryan et al., 1987
Pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl s 0.05 Ryan et al., 1987
Sem vol atil e organic chemcals 0.10 Ryan et al., 1987
Vol atil e organi c chenicals 0.25 Ryan et al., 1987
AF
1.0 ng/cm2 kaolin clay on hands EPA, 1992a
Site soils consist predominantly of silty | oam (ESE, 1992). Since clay has a higher AF than sand or
potting soil, the AF for clay is used as a conservative RVE
AT
carci nogenic effects 70 years x 365 days/year EPA, 1989c
noncar ci nogeni c effects ED (years) x 365 days/year EPA, 1989c
BW

Adult (Residential, Wrker)
70 kg average (male and fermale) of 50 th percentile EPA, 1991a
values for age = 18 to 75 years

CAa

The concentrations of chemcals in anbient air (at the source and 400 neters downwi nd of the source)
that have volatilized for soil are nodel ed val ues based on chenical -specific paraneters (i.e., soi
concentration, Henry's Law constant, K oc, etc.) and site-specific paraneters (i.e., soil depth, soi
porosity, wind velocity, etc.)

CAs
The concentration of VOCs in shower air is a nodel ed val ue based on the average val ues presented by

McKone (1987) for the chem cals of concern at the site. MKone val ues were used because they are the nost
realistic and nost conservative

1) cew nmeasur ed val ue.
2) Ratio of chenical concentration in shower air
to chem cal concentration in water (ng/L). 18 L/'m 3

CAs (ng/m3) x CGWV (ng/L) x 18 (L/m 3)



Tabl e 3-Formul as/ Assunptions for Intake Cal cul ati ons
(Conti nued)

Cow/ CSe / CSO/ Csw
The upper 95 percent confidence limt (UCL 95) of the mean chem cal concentration was used to
represent the RME exposure concentration. If the UCL 95 exceeded the maxi num detected chem cal concentration
the maxi mum concentration was used to represent the RVE
ED
Adul t (\Worker)
25 years national 95 th percentile tine at one workpl ace EPA, 1991b
EFaa

Worker (Adult)-Current

12 days/ year Assumes that grass in the contam nation areas is cut 2 tines per nonth during the
aver age grow ng season of 162 days/year.

QG her than incidental dernal, inhalation, and oral exposure to soil by maintenance personnel cutting
grass or performng other mnor duties in the potentially contam nated areas, no other worker exposure to
soil is expected to occur at these sites.

Wor ker (Adult)-Future

250 days/year amount of time spent at work EPA, 1991b
EFgw
250 days/ year nunber of days spent at work EPA, 1991b

Site groundwater is not currently used as a water supply on the base. Evaluation of future worker
exposure to groundwat er has been requested by the regul atory agencies; therefore, this pathway has been
included as a conservative estimate of possible theoretical future exposure.

EFso
Wor ker (Adul t)-Current

12 days/ year assunes that grass in the contanmination areas is cut 2 tinmes per nonth during
the average grow ng season of 162 days/year

QG her than incidental dernal, inhalation, and oral exposure to soil by maintenance personnel cutting
grass or performng other mnor duties in the potentially contam nated areas, no other worker exposure to
soil is expected to occur at these sites.

Wor ker (Adult)-Future
250 days/ year amount of tine spent at work EPA, 1991b



Tabl e 3-Fornul as/ Assunptions for Intake Cal cul ati ons
(Conti nued)

FCs
1 x 10 -6 kg/ng
FCW
0.001 L/cm 3
| Raa
Worker (Adult)-Current
5 m 3/ day based on a reasonabl e upper-bound occupati onal inhalation rate for an
8- hour workday [20 m 3/day (EPA, 1991b)] and assunes that nai ntenance

personnel may work in the area 2 hours/day.

VWorker (Adult)-Future

20 m 3/ day reasonabl e upper-bound occupati onal inhal ation
rate for an 8-hour workday. EPA 1991b
| Rgw
1.0 L/ day reasonabl e occupational ingestion rate EPA, 1991b

Site groundwater is not currently used as a water supply on the base. Eval uation of future worker
exposure to groundwat er has been requested by the regul atory agencies, therefore, this pathway has been
included as a conservative estimate of possible theoretical future exposure.

| Rso

Wor ker (Adul t)-Current

12.5 ny/ day based on the typical adult workplace ingestion rate for an 8-hour workday
[50 ng/day (EPA, 1991 b)] and assumes that a person works in the area 2
hour s/ day.

Wor ker (Adul t)-Future

50 ng/ day typical adult workplace ingestion rate for an
8- hour wor kday. EPA 1991b



Tabl e 3-Fornul as/ Assunptions for Intake Cal cul ati ons
(Conti nued)

SAso

Val ues are based on the average adult (nale and female) 50 th percentile body part surface areas (m
2) in EPA, 1985 nultiplied by a conversion factor of 10,000 cm2/m 2. 50 th percentile values are used
because surface area is related to body wei ght, and average body wei ghts over the ED were used in the
exposure calculations. It is assuned that workers at LEAD will wear |ong pants, a |ong-sleeved shirt, and
gloves while at the facility. For conservativeness, it is also assuned that personnel will renove their
gl oves occasionally, allowing for incidental contact of the hands and hal f of the head

hands 904
1/ 2 head 602
1,506 cm 2
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Tabl e 4-Wight of Evidence d assification Systemfor Potential Carcinogens

EPA
Cat egory

Goup A

G oup Bl

G oup B2

Goup C

Goup D

Goup E

Description
of G oup Description of Evidence

Human car ci nogen Sufficient evidence from epidem ol ogic studies to support a
casual associ ation between exposure and cancer.

Probabl e human car ci nogen Limted evidence of carcinogenicity in humans from
epi dem ol ogi ¢ studi es.

Probabl e human car ci nogen Sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in aninals, but
i nadequat e data in humans.

Possi bl e human car ci nogen Li mted evidence of carcinogenicity in aninmals and no data
i n humans.

Not classified I nadequat e evi dence of carcinogenicity in aninals.

No evi dence of carcinogenicity in No evi dence of carcinogenicity in at |east two adequate

humans aninmal tests or in both epidem ol ogic and ani mal studies.

Source: U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA). 1989. R sk Assessment Qui dance for Superfund (RAGS).
Vol une 1. Human Heal th Eval uati on Manual, Part A O fice of Emergency and Renedi al Response,
Washi ngt on DC. EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 002.

<I M5 SRC 98067J>
<| M5 SRC 98067K>



Tabl e 5- Chroni ¢ Dose- Response Toxicity Constants for the COCs in the SE and PDO
Areas at LEAD (Conti nued)

*All RfDs, CSFs, and WEs are available in IR'S (1993), unl ess otherw se not ed.
#This value is available in EPA HEAST (1992).

Sources: U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 1987. Health Advisories for 25 organics. Ofice of Drinking
Water, Washington, DC. NTIS No. PB87-235578.

Agency for Toxic Substance and Di sease Registry (ATSDR). 1988. Toxicol ogical Profile for 1, 2-
Di chl oroet hane. Prepared by d ement Associates. U S Public Health Service, Atlanta, GA. NIl S No. PB90-

171422.

U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 1991. Health Effects Assessment Sunmary Tabl es (HEAST)
Annual FY 1991. Ofice of Research and Devel opnent and O fice of Energency and Remedi al Response.
Washi ngt on, DC. CERR 92006- 303(91-1).
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MR HOKE: Good evening. My nane is Bryan
Hoke, BRAC Environnental Coordinator at Letterkenny Arny
Depot. I1'd like to wel come you to the public neeting for
the proposed plan for the Phase | parcels at Letterkenny
Arny Depot .

I'mgoing to give a brief presentation,
probably | ast about 10 or 15 minutes, and open up the
floor to questions. And | want to rem nd everybody that
if you ask a question, please state your nane first. It's
bei ng recorded for the transcript and we want to be sure
we get your names.

Letterkenny Arny Depot is |located in South
Central Pennsylvania within Franklin County. And on the
map here, this is the bottom this is Chanbersburg in
relationship. This is the outline of the entire depot.
The entire depot is a little over 19,000 acres.

W have an industrial area here in our
sout heastern corner of the depot. The remai nder of the
depot conprises approxi nmately of about 16,000 acres for
anmmuni ti on and storage. W have about 900 igloos for
storage. W al so do open burning, open denolition on
those parcels. W will be concentrating on the
sout heastern corner tonight for Letterkenny.

The very next slide, please.

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)
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MR HOKE: This slide shows the corner of the
depot which | showed previously. The red area that you're
looking at here is the properties that are going to be
retai ned by the governnment by the year 2001 when BRAC i s
conpl ete.

The white and gold parcels and al so the green
parcels, this property is going to be transferred to the
public. In this case it's going to be the |local reuse
agency, which is the Letterkenny Industrial Devel opnent
Aut hority, which is known as LIDA which I'll be referring
to as LIDA from now on.

These green parcels, this property, is going to
be transferred back, |eased back by the governnment. And
we'll keep this map out here for all night so you can keep
that for reference. In this case the gold parcels that
you see up here are in blue here. These are the sane
parcels. Here is the red property which is being retained
by the government.

Just for reference, this is Gate 6, 997, Gate 1
(indicating). W are here tonight in Building 500. It's
| ocated right here (indicating).

Next slide, Gary.

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: The Phase | parcels were identified

by LIDA as priority parcels primarily for early
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transferals. They could redevelop in any narkets. There
are 28 parcels including rail lines, and they conprise of
approxi mately 240 acres. W are handling all these
parcels and the rail lines as one unit which we refer in
turn as the Phase | parcel

Next slide, please

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: Condition of these parcels, all the
parcel s are underlain by VOG- contani nated groundwat er
For environmental background, here |ocating we have two
Superfund sites. We take a line approximately fromthis
point all the way to Gate 1. You can have it at two
sites, eastern side, what we call our southeastern area,;
the western side is where our property disposal office
area is.

In the '50s and '60s within the southeastern
area, we had a series of |agoons and other disposal sites
where they put solvents into the ground. The solvents
were used for degreasing purposes. At that point in tine
it was an accepted practice to put theminto the ground.

Wiat has happened is that we devel oped soil
contam nati on and subsequent groundwater contam nation
that has migrated on these -- the whole parcel. It has
mgrated off Post. Down in our industrial area we have

anot her | agoon over near our Building 350. Industria
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i nes serving these buildings also | eak causing soi
contam nati on and subsequent groundwater contam nation

This whol e side of the parcel is underlain by
contam nat ed groundwat er, contam nated by sol vents, and
they've mgrated off Post. On the western side of this
parcel is the property disposal office area, other storage
areas that cause soil contam nation and subsequent
groundwat er contani nation of solvents that it nigrates
underneath. And it's all -- these parcels are al
under| ai n by contam nated groundwater which nigrates off
to the west and surfaces at Rocky Spring

None of these parcels warrant any renedi a

action based on -- soils based on industrial use. Somre
sites that we sone did -- did sone work for, Gate 6, this
open parcel -- the field right nowis open parcel

agricultural, Building 500. These sites right after Wrld
War 11 were used for the storage of vehicles. CQur
concerns at that point in time were anything that was
| eaking into the ground, any mnerals or oils.

W did sanples there and not hing showed up
above the industrial risk standards that woul d cause any
type of renediation to be required. In addition, we also
sanpled the railroad tracks. W were concerned about the
past uses of the railroad tracks plus the herbicides being

dunped on there and al so oils used for vegetation
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suppressi on on these tracks.

W did sanples along these railroad tracks. W
found nothing in there that exceeded at a great extent
that required any type of renedial action be done at these
railroad tracks.

Next slide, Gary.

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: Renedi al action objectives for these
Phase | parcels was to manage a potential long-term
contam nant mgration and protect human health and the
environment. The main thing is we want to prevent the
human exposure to the groundwater and using the
cont am nat ed groundwat er.

Secondly, we also want to provide a suitable
remedi al alternative such that the land transfer recipient
can have beneficial reuse of the property with mninal
limtations. Primarily what we're | ooking here for is to
hel p LI DA deal -- we changed this property to LIDA that
they can market that property and bring in prospective
custoners with new jobs to the comunity.

Next slide, please.

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: The two remedial alternatives that
were eval uated is no-action and institutional controls.

Now, no-action is a CERCLA requirenent to conpare all
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other alternatives against a no-action. So always -- at
| east have no-action that's conpari ng.

Second one was institutional controls which
conprise of deed provisions and a naster plan anendnent.
The master plan is a docunment with our Public Wrks
fol ks. W do an anmended master plan to include these
institutional controls. So once the ROD is signed, this
woul d be an action until the property would be
transferred

Secondly, with the deed provisions, these
institutional controls would be witten up as deed
provi sions and they would stay with the Iife of the deed
t hrough the subsequent | andowners

Next |ine.

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: There are nine criteria which are
specified by EPA, and they are used to conpare agai nst the
alternatives. The nine criteria are, nunber one, the
overal |l protection of human health in the environnent;
nunber two, conpliance with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirenments otherw se known as ARARs; third
I ong-term effectiveness and permanence; fourth, short-term
effectiveness; fifth, reduction of toxicity, nmobility, and
volune through treatnent; six, inplenentability; nunber

seven, cost; eight, state acceptance; nine, community
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accept ance.

There's a little nmore wite-up in your handout,
goes into a little nore detail of what these nine criteria
are. And, also, in the proposed plan it gives you a
little nore detailed analysis of all these nine criteria
with these two alternatives.

Next i ne.

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: One of the main drivers of the
remedy selection is a site risk. EPA's target risk range
for carcinogens is 1 tinmes 10 to the sixth to 1 tines 10
to the mnus 4. And basically what that translates as is
| ooking for an increased chance of one additional case of
cancer, range of oneinamllionto 1 in 10,000. If you
see that 1-in-10,000 range, that requires sone type of
action to be taken.

There were -- risk assessments were done for
carci nogeni c risk under industrial-use scenario with the
assunption that the workers woul d be drinking the
groundwater. In the southeastern area the assessnent was
done in 1993. The PDO area was done in 1994. As you can
see the nunbers there, both of those, the upper range is 6
times 10 to the minus third and 4.1 times 10 to the nminus
4 exceed that 1-in-10,000-target risk range, thus,

requiring sonme type of action to be taken.
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Next slide

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: However, the risk is also cal cul ated
if you elimnate the groundwater pathway under
i ndustrial -use scenario, here you see the risks now are
much less than the 1 times 10 to the ninus 6 or the one in
amllion; therefore, it's within the target range. And,
therefore, no action would be taken. So the key is to
elimnate that exposure pathway to the groundwater

Next slide

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: CQur preferred alternative is
Alternative 2, Institutional Controls. Wiy? First off,
it mtigates the risk effectively. It elimnates the
groundwat er risk by preventing exposure to groundwater; no
wel I's; no drinking; no any other type of use for that
gr oundwat er .

Also, it establishes -- institutional controls
establ i sh guidelines to prevent groundwater exposure
during any type of excavation-type procedures. Secondly,
it's easily inplenented. First off, with amending the
| ead master plan during the ROD sign until prior to
transfer, it's easy to anend that docunent. And that
docurment will remain with the Public Wrks here at

Let t er kenny.
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Once the property is transferred, these
institutional controls that were witten as deed
provisions are inserted into the deed and will stay the
lifetine of the deed with subsequent | andowners.

Thirdly, and probably nost inmportantly, this
provides for tinely reuse and comunity benefits. This
allows LIDA to narket this property and develop this
property, and bring in prospective businesses to bring new
jobs to our comunity.

I want to clarify that this alternative will
not address all groundwater here at Letterkenny Arny
Depot. W are working on a separate access to the
sout heastern area and al so the property exposed to the
opposite area. There are several studies that cover
groundwat er strategy to address the background water and
come up with renedial strategy to affect of the
groundwater to prevent the -- protect the human heal th and
the environmnent.

Next |i ne.

MR GONTZ: (Conplied.)

MR HOKE: A rem nder. The public comment
period ends April 29, 1998. Any witten comments can be
sent addressed to nyself. There's ny nane and ny address
up there. The address is in your handout.

And al so a copy of the proposed plan is
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currently down at the Coyle Free Library in Chanbersburg
So anytime you want to take a | ook at the proposed pl an
it will be on file down there until April 29
At this point 1'"'mgoing to open the floor to
questions. And I'Il renmind you if you have a question
pl ease state your name before you state your question
MB. ANTOUN: DeEtta Antoun, Restoration
Advi sory Board Co-Chair. | have a question. |f sonething
changes in this proposed plan, does it then have to go
t hrough the public neeting procedure again and have
anot her 30-day comment period?
MR HOKE: |If the proposed plan would be

changed sonmewhat, | mean, it's going to be addressed in

the -- probably a response in the summary within the broad

process in the record of the decision

At this point in tine the only changes | would
see is, like, public coments that woul d warrant the
change. And those comrents woul d then be addressed in
response to this portion of the record of decision. But
there woul d not be another 30-day public conmrent period
unless -- trying to think. Even if the alternative would
be changed, | don't think there would be --

MR ARGQUTG Probably woul d depend on how
significant the change would be. If sonething happened

that would significantly change what this proposed plan
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was saying, it would be appropriate to probably reannounce

it and give the public an opportunity to comment on that.

Wiat wi |l happen -- what's generally known as a
response in this summary is the sumari zation of all the
public comrents and Letterkenny's response to those
coment s

Bryan, do you agree with that?

MR HOKE: Um hum

MS. ANTQUN: If there are little clarification

things in there, that's not going to affect whether it has

to go through the whole process again, right?

MR ARGQUTO R ght

M5. ANTOUN. | agree with the choice of the
alternative that you' re going to use in the proposed
plan. But | just have a coupl e questions about some of
the information in the proposed plan itself.

Is it appropriate that | ask those questions
now?

MR HOKE: Ckay.

M5. ANTOUN: Ckay. On page 6, when you talk
about industrial ingestion scenario, could sonebody
clarify what an industrial ingestion scenario is?

MR HOKE: Page 67?

M5. ANTOUN: Yeah, page 6 up on the first

colum, left-hand side. It refers to concentrati on RBCs
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for industrial ingestion scenario

MR HOKE: Industrial ingestion. |'massumn ng
that you're naki ng the assunption that the worker woul d be
exposed t hrough ingestion of soils or something |ike that,
dust. That would be the pathway through. Wrst case --
this is a stupid exanple. A worker takes his |unch out--
and you' re never supposed to do this.

But he's working a site, doing some
excavations, and they're digging. R ght away the whistle
bl ows. He sits down, opens up his lunch, and eats his
lunch with dirty hands and things |like that. That woul d
be an industrial ingestion scenario.

M5. ANTOUN: Ckay. That makes sense. Ckay.

But that doesn't necessarily have anything to do with the
groundwat er because it's not -- unless there's, like,
groundwater that's worked its way to the surface?

MR HOKE: Right. Take the sane exanpl e, doing
excavation. And the ground is danp fromthe groundwater,
and they're in the bottomof a hole. He's got that nud
he's got that mud on his hands, and now he's eating an
O eo cookie with dirty, hands. That's some of the
assunptions they do when they do their assessnents.
That's a way of ingestion

M5. ANTOUN:. Arsenic and beryllium keep show ng

up here and there. Wiy is that? Wiy do | keep finding
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t hen®?
MR HOKE: Arsenic and berylliumare like a
natural -- showi ng up as background with the soils and
things like that. A so, backgrounds tend to vary from
site to site. And with the values that we're seeing, they
weren't exceeding it greatly. W were kind of attributing
that value as to what Letterkenny's background is.
M5. ANTOUN: Have you ever tested off Post to
see what the background is in adjoining areas?
MR HCOKE: W have never tested off Post
oursel ves. These, the background standards, are devel oped
fromexisting data fromother |ocations; but not for
Franklin County specific have we done any sanpling off
Post .

M5. ANTOUN: And the last thing is would
arsenic and beryllium be conponents of the expl osions that
you -- the ammo denolition? Wuld they be by-products of
doing that?

MR HOKE: For ammunition, fromwhat | know,

you' d probably be seeing, like, lead. You primarily woul d
be seeing, like, |ead.

M5. ANTOUN: But not arsenic?

MR HOKE: No. The main thing you' d be seeing

woul d be the expl osive conmpounds |ike TNT, RBX

M5. ANTOUN. And what ate the ingots? Refresh
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ny menory as to what we have in those big piles of ingots

MR HOKE: The ingots are stored right across

the road fromBuilding 441, which is |l ead. Another area

here i

zinc?

right?

in the

facili

that's

this.

n the white is nickel and zinc.

MS. ANTOUN. So we have | ead, nickel, and

MR HOKE: Right.

M5. ANTOUN: And you test around those areas,

MR HOKE: W will be. We've done a little bit

past. And we will be doing additional in order to

tate that transfer
M5. ANTOUN:. But they're not on the |and
been transferred --

MR HOKE: No, they are white parcels.

MS. ANTOQUN: | have one overall concern about

The basis of the proposed plan tal ks about cl eaning

the land to an industrial usage. And | have a question

about

the gymmasiumand -- | think | brought this up at

the last RAD neeting -- the gymasium and the church

Those two facilities won't necessarily be used for

i ndust

rial usage or commercial usage.

Do you consider a gymasi um a conmerci a

MR HOKE: To me a gymfalls into an

usage
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i ndustrial/comrercial scenario. Wien -- anything you take
because of future activities of -- which you're restricted
to indoor activities. There won't be any outdoor
activities such as any outdoor volleyball or playgrounds
or any daycare. So that's where it falls entirely in
industrial/conmmercial setting. In order to do anything
additional in residential, you have to do nore sanpling
and do additional risk calculations in order to support

t hat usage.

At this point intime -- that is not what the
reuse for those two parcels are at this point in tine.

M5. ANTOUN. What is the difference between an
industrial usage and a residential usage environnental ly
when you guys are tal king about -- | believe you said
sonet hi ng about it has to do with howlong a person is
exposed to the naterials.

So an industrial usage is -- how |long are you
exposed to materials to qualify it as an industrial usage
as opposed to a residential usage?

MR HOKE: Under industrial scenario you're
| ooki ng at eight hours, which is a typical working day.
Under residential exposure, you' re |ooking at 24 hours a
day. So that's a big difference. That's the assunptions
that you make fromindustrial to residential.

MS. ANTOQUN: So that what nakes
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i ndustrial/comrercial okay for the gymmasiumis the fact
that even though you're breathing real hard when you're
there --

MR HOKE: The big difference also is that you
are inside.

M5. ANTOUN: Yeah, | know, but -- just because
you're not touching the soil. Okay. W kind of went
through that one. One nore question about the church and
the -- the church and the gymasi um On page 10 under
parcel 33 and 34 in the proposed plan, every other parce
that you comment on in the proposed plan has a statenent
in there that says there is docunented VOC- contam nat ed
groundwat er beneat h parcel whatever

And in parcel 33 and 34 that statement isn't
included in the description of those two parcels. Is
there a particular reason for that om ssion?

MR HOKE: | would have to say no at this point
intine. I don't think that's --

AVAOCE It's just an oversight.

M5. ANTOUN: That should be part of that as
wel | ?

MR HOKE: It should have said that, yeah

M5. ANTOUN: Because | thought if it wasn't on
there in the proposed plan, then sonmeone could say then it

doesn't have to adhere to all the deed restrictions.



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR HOKE: Right. Right. That is an
oversight. At |east sonebody's reading these docunents.

M5. ANTOUN: | just find themso fascinating.

Let ne see what else |'ve got here. | have a question
about the agricultural field that you' ve done all sorts of
tests on and you know there's groundwater pollution,
etcetera, etcetera. But you're still finding arsenic and
berylliumon that land that you think is background, but
it's still above the levels that are accepted. And that's
used for agriculture, right?

MR HOKE: CQurrently at this point in tine,
yes.

M5. ANTOUN: And it said that agriculture is
not an industrial use, but the land is going to be okayed
for industrial use. I'mkind of wobbly on that. | don't
understand if that's going to stay with -- at least as an
agricultural usage, then how can it be okay for
agriculture one mnute and then only okayed for industrial
another minute? I'mkind of --

MR HOKE: Fromrisk-w se pertaining to that
property it still falls into, like, an industrial exposure
for a farmer. He's farnming that property eight hours.

M5. ANTOUN: But how about the product that
conmes off that [and? Wien the product cones off that |and

if it's contamnated with arsenic or beryllium it goes
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into the food supply. | assune -- what are they putting
on their corn or --

MR HOKE: Like | said, these values which
peopl e contribute the background as natural soil that
you're going to find el sewhere --

M5. ANTOUN: But you've never tested it
el sewhere.

MR HOKE: No, we haven't tested it el sewhere.
But we have no inkling that it's any different from any
other farmng properties around here at all.

M5. ANTOUN: But it does go above the accepted
st andar ds?

MR HOKE: Yes, it does.

M5. ANTOUN: So | was just wondering if that
agricultural usage was a good usage for that |and
considering the fact that it has those contaminants on it.

MR HOKE: That's been farmed for al nost 40
years. And based on these results, it doesn't -- if it
really blewthe limt way above it, then that would be a
concern. But at this point intine it's creeping above
the limt only by alittle bit.

M5. ANTOUN. |s that done with no-till? Does
that have pesticides?

MR HOKE: He's doing both there, both no-till

and farm ng.
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M5. ANTOUN: Ckay. You can take someone el se's
guestion while | go over what | have here.

MR SILVERMAN: Carl Silverman, Waynesboro. |
just want to ask what Arny agency is in charge of actually
transferring the properties to the devel opnent authority?
And can you give nme a contact nane because | have an issue
not related to environmental that | need to contact them
about .

MR HOKE: The Arny agency in this case, |
woul d say -- Gary, you want to help me out, AMC?

MR GONTZ: Arny Material Command. They are
t he proponents responsible for the actual transfer.
Jeannie Gllen wuld be the point of contact. And if you
give ne your nane and nunber afterwards, | can see that
you get it.

MR SILVERVAN | have to | eave in a second.

"Il give it to you.

MR HOKE: Anybody el se have questions?

MB. ANTQUN: |1'm back. Back in the deed
covenant back there, | just have a question about one
term And | couldn't contact ny attorney to get a
definition for it. He's out of town. Wat can | say?

MR HOKE: Wat page are you on now?

M5. ANTOUN: Page 4 of the covenant. It's

Section E of Section 4, letter E. Going down to that
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section it says, O is not sage for a particular purpose.

MR HOKE: That shoul d be safe.

M5. ANTOUN: Ch, safe. Ch, thank you. |
t hought rmaybe soneone -- | was going to ask ny | egal
counsel what sage is in the legal world. And what is the
Federal Facilities Agreenent? |s that the agreenent that
you were tal king about before or is that a separate thing,
Letterkenny's Federal Facilities Agreenent.

MR HOKE: That is what we call our |AA
i nt eragency agreenents signed between EPA, DEP, and the
Arny. It was signed in 1989. Any other questions? Going
once.

M5. ANTOUN: Ckay. One nore. You al ways put
advertisenments for these public neetings and the little
public service ads in the back of the newspaper. | was
wondering if it would be possible to sonehow, using tag
noney or sonething, have a display ad advertising any
envi ronnental neetings that are back here. Is that an
issue that -- | know that's not necessarily related
directly to this particular issue, but it's sonething that
m ght inprove the attendance at neetings if it was a
little nore in people's face.

MR HOKE: W can look into that. You're
| ooking for in the adverti senent section or sonewhere

wi thin the newspaper?
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M5. ANTOUN: Anywhere that it woul d be nore
prom nent . -
MR HOKE: Ckay. Take note. W'll ask the --
| didn't work the ad nyself. | had sormeone el se work the
ad. | can find out a nmore prom nent place to do that to
nmake sure that people see it.
Any ot her questions? Last chance. Al right.
Li ke | say, the public coment period ends April 29. Any
guestions, you can call ne. | don't see ny phone nunber
anywhere. My phone nunber is 267-9836.
Thank you very much for coming. See you the
next time.
(Wher eupon, the hearing was concl uded at

7:30 p.m)
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